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REMARKS 

This is intended as a full and complete response to the Office Action dated 

October 15, 2003, having a shortened statutory period for response set to expire 
on January 15, 2004. Please reconsider the claims pending in the application for 
reasons discussed below. 

OBJECTIONS TO THE DRAWINGS 

A. 37 CF.R. 1 .84 FIGS. 1 , 3 and 6 

1. FIG. 1 

FIG. 1 stands objected to under 37 C.F.R. 1.84(p)(5)- Specifically, the 
Examiner asserts that the reference numeral 152 Included rn FIG. 1 is not 
mentioned In the specification. The Applicants respectfully submit that FIG. 1 
was amended in the communication filed on July 22, 2003 to delete reference 
numeral 152. Furthermore, a replacement sheet for FIG. 1 was provided with the 
communication. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the 
objection to FIG. 1 be withdrawn. 

2. FIG. 3 

FIG. 3 stands objected to under 37 C.F.R. 1.84(p)(5). Specifically, the 
Examiner makes two assertions regarding FIG. 3: (I) that the reference numeral 
350 included FIG. 3 is not mentioned in the specification; and (11) that the 
reference numeral 350a mentioned in the specification does not appear in the 
drawings. 

Regarding the Examiner's first assertion, the Applicants respectfully 
submit that FIG. 3 was amended in the communication filed on July 22, 2003 to 
replace the reference numeral 350 with the numeral 350a, Furthermore, a 
replacement sheet for FIG, 3 was provided with the communication. 

Regarding the Examiner's second assertion, the Applicants respectfully 
direct the Examiner's attention to FIG. 3, in which the reference numeral 350a 
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indicates a nozzle located above left aperture 348. Furthermore, pursuant to the 
above-described amendment, a second nozzle located above the right aperture 
348 has also been labeled 350a, 

Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the objection to FIG. 
3 be withdrawn. 

3. FIG. 6 

FIG, 6 stands objected to under 37 C.F.R. 1.84(p)(5). Specifically, the 
Examiner asserts that the reference numeral 132 included in FIG. 6 is not 
mentioned in the specification. The Applicants respectfully submit that FIG. 6 
was amended in the communication filed on July 22, 2003 to delete reference 
numeral 132. Furthermore, a replacement sheet for FIG. 6 was provided with the 
communication. Accordingly, the Applicants respectHilty request that the 
objection to FIG. 6 be withdrawn. 

OBJECTIONS TO THE SPECIFICATION 

The disclosure is objected to for informalities. Specifically, the Examiner 
alleges that the reference numeral "^ZZ* has been used to designate both a 
"mating coupling" in paragraph [0039] and a "throttle valve" in paragraph [0059], 
The Applicants respectfully submit that paragraph [0059] was amended in the 
communication filed July 22, 2003 to delete the reference numeral "332" as a 
designation for the throttle valve. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request 
that the objection to the specification be withdrawn. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS 

A, 35U.S.C.§112 Claims 36-39 

Claims 36-39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112. Specifically, the 
Examiner asserts that there is no support in the specification for "a center 
member for substantially covering a bottom of the chamber", as recited by 
independent claim 36 and independent claim 37. from which claims 38 and 39 
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depend. In response, the Applicants have amended claims 36 and 37 to recite a 
center member that substantially covers "an upper surface" of the chamber, 
replacing "a bottom" of the chamber. This amendment is supported by 
paragraph [0033] and FIG. 3, which describe a liner 134 having a center section 
310 with a cyHndricai liner wall 318 extending downward from a bottom surface 
31 6 thereof. 

Furthermore, the Examiner asserts that claim 38 is indefinite because it is 
unclear how a center member used for covering the bottom of the chamber can 
be disposed proximate the lid which is used for covering the top of the chamber. 
The Applicants respectfully submit that this rejection is moot in light of the 
amendment to claim 37. from which claim 38 depends, in which a center member 
for covering "an upper surface" of the chamber is recited. 

Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claims 
36-39 be withdrawn. 

B. 35 U.S.C. §102(a) Claims 36-37 

et aL 

1. Claim 36 

Claim 36 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(a) as being unpatentable 
over PCT Application No. WO 99/48130, published September 22, 1999 to Pu et 
aL (hereinafter referred to as "Pu"). The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu does not teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of Independent 
claim 36. Pu teaches a plasma processing chamber having a cylindrical 
sidewall, a circular bottom wail and a circular lid that together seal a processing 
volume. The lid includes an array of induction coils that produce an RF 
electromagnetfc field in the processing volume for enhancing plasma density. 
Because the lid tends to absorb heat from the plasma and/or from the coils, the 
lid (/.e.. a portion of the chamber body, not a liner for the lid) may further include 
channels through which a dielectric cooling fluid can be pumped to regulate the 
lid temperature. Pu does not illustrate these channels or disclose any preferred 
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shape, structure^ size or number for the channels. One side of the lid is exposed 
to the processing region within the chamber; however, this side of the lid is not 
further coupled to additional components (e,g.. wails or flanges). 

Pu therefore does not teach, show or suggest an apparatus for lining a 
processing region Including a clyndrical section adapted to line at least a portion 
of the chamber walls, a center section coupled to one end of the cylindrical 
section, the cylindrical section and the center section being exposed to the 
processing region and comprising a single piece structure , and a substantially 
annular passage at least partially fbmried in a center member adapted for 
substantially covering an upper surface of a processing chamber, as recited by 
independent claim 36 as amended. 

Thus, independent claim 36 is patentable over Pu, Accordingly, the 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claim 36 be withdrawn. 

2. Claim 37 

Claim 37 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu does not teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent 
claim 37; namely, Pu does not teach, show or suggest an apparatus for lining a 
processing region including a center member for substantially covering an upper 
surface of the chamber, the center member having a first side adapted to be 
exposed to the processing region, a cylindrical wall extending from the first side 
of the center member and adapted to line at least a portion of the walls of the 
processing chamber a substantially annular passage at least partially formed in a 
center member adapted for substantially covering an upper surface of a 
processing chamber, as recited by independent claim 37. 

Thus, independent claim 37 is patentable over Pu. Accordingly, the 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claim 37 be withdrawn. 
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C. 35 U.S,C. §103(a) Claims 1^, 5, 7-12, 14-17, 20-23, 25-26, 28- 

31 and 33-39 
Sh&n &t a/, in view of Lee 

1. Claims 1-3 and 5 

Claims 1-3 and 5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over European Patent Applicatton No. EP 0 814 495, published 
December 29, 1997 to Shan et a/, (hereinafter referred to as "Shan") in view of 
United States Patent No. 5,616,208, issued April 1, 1997 to Lee (hereinafter 
referred to as "Lee". The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

The burden for establishing a prima facie case of obviousness falls on the 
Examiner. See, (VIPEP §2142. A basic requirement of establishing a prima facie 
case of obviousness is that the combination of prior art references must teach or 
suggest all the claim limitations and that there must be a motivation to combine 
the references. See, MPEP §2143. Furthermore, the rules applicable for 
combining references provide that there must be a suggestion from within the 
references to make the combination. Uniroyaf v. Rudkin-Wiley, 5 U.S.P.Q. 2d 
1434, 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Fine, 5 U.S.P.Q. 2d at 1599, Additionally, 
MPEP § 2141 .03 requires the Examiner to consider the prior art in its entirety. "A 
prior art reference must be considered in its entirety, i.e., as a whole , including 
portions that would lead away from the claimed invention", MPEP §2141.03, WM. 
Gore & Associates, Inc., v. Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 220 USPQ 303 (Fed 
Cir. 1983), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 851 (1984). 

Shan and Lee do not, individually or in combinatton, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 1, from which claims 2-3 and 5 
depend. Shan teaches a plasma processing chamber having a pair of shields 
that prevent film from depositing on the walls of the chamber, A generally 
cylindrical dielectric anode shield lines the sidewalls of a chamber from Hd to 
bottom and further comprises an annular lip at an upper end that projects radially 
outw/ard to rest upon the upper edge of the chamber wall and support the weight 
of the anode shield. The lip also protrudes partially radially inward to create a rim 
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or aperture having a diameter at least large enough to accommodate a gas 
distribution plate (/,e,, the anode shield does not line the chamber lid). A 
dielectric cathode shield is spaced radialfy Inward from the anode shield and 
extends from a cathode (e,g., a substrate support) to a chamber bottom. 
Contrary to the Examiner's statements, Shan does not disclose "a passage 23 in 
the inner >wair. Passage 23 is disposed through , the outer wall, not in the liner 
inner wall. As the Examiner acl<nowledges. the "inlet" and "outlet" of passage 23 
are not "fluldly isolated from the processing volume", but are open to the 
processing volume. Furthermore, passage 23 is not annular. AH of these 
elements are required by claim 1. 

The Examiner cited Lee as supplying the deficiencies of Shan, tee 
teaches a processing chamber compnsing a bottom, a plurality of side walls and 
a top. A first "medium" path is formed throughout a portion of a gas supply 
header, and a second "medium" path is formed In the chamber side wails and 
bottom. Lee does not disclose fluid passages in a chamber liner having a base 
and inner liner wall. 

Thus, there is no teaching, showing or suggestion of all of the limitations 
of claim 1, and there is no motivation to combine Shan and Le& in a manner that 
would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a base for substantially 
covering a bottom of the chamber, an Inner waW connected to the base and a 
substantially annular passage fbrrned in the base, the Inner wall or the base and 
the inner wall of the liner, the passage being adapted to circulate a fluid 
therethrough, as recited by independent claim 1. Both Shan and Lee teach 
means for preventing deposition on chamber walls , either by covering the walls 
with a shield or by cooling the walls themselves from within by forming fluid 
channels inside the walls. Shan and Lee do not, individually or In combination, 
teach, show or suggest including channels in a liner lining the walls, which 
prevents deposition on the liner . Including channels in the wall does not prevent 
deposition on the liner . Rather, Shan encourages deposition on the liner instead 
gf the wall. The Examiner is therefore using hindsight to combine Shan and Lee 
to teach a liner having channels that prevent deposition on the liner . 
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Thus, independent claim 1 , and claims 2-3 and 5 that depend tlierefrom, 
are patentable over Shan In view of Lee. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 1-3 and 5 be withdrawn. 

2. Claims 7-10 

Claims 7-10 Stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan in view of Lee. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Shan and Lee do not. individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 7, from which claims 8^10 
depend. Neither Shan nor Lee discloses a lid liner, much less a liner having an 
annular passage for circulating fluid. Thus, there is no motivation to combine 
Shan and Le© in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner 
having a center member , a flange circumscribing the center member, a 
cylindrical wall projecting upward from the center member inside of the flange, 
and a substantially annular passage formed in the center member and having an 
inlet and an outlet adapted to circulate a fluid therethrough, as recited by 
independent claim 7, 

Thus, independent claim 7, and claims 8-10 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Shan In view of Lee. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 7-10 be withdrawn. 

3. Claims 11-12, 14-17 and 20-23 

Claims 11-12, 14-17 and 20-23 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Shan in view of Lee. The Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

Shan and Lee do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 11, from which claims 12, \4r- 
17 and 20-23 depend. There is no suggestion or motivation to combine Shan 
and Lee in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner adapted 
to be removably disposed In a processing region and having a base for 
substantialiy covering the bottom of the processing chamber and a passage 
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formed at least partiailv in the base (of the liner) and adapted to fluidly Isolate a 
heat transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the processing region, as recited by 
independent claim 1 1 . 

Thus, independent claim 11, and claims 12, 14-17 and 20-23 that depend 
therefrom, are patentable over Shan in view of Lee. Accordingly, the Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection to claims 11-12, 14-17 and 20-23 be 
withdrawn, 

4. Claims 25-26 and 28-31 

Claims 25-26 and 28-31 stand rejected under 35 US.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan in view of Lee. The Applicants respectfully disagree, 

Shan and Lee do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest ali of the limitations of independent claim 25, from which claims 26 and 
28-31 depend. There is no motivation to combine Shan and Lee in a manner 
that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for 
substantialiv covering the bottom of the processina chamber , a first cylindrical 
wall extending from a perimeter of the base, and a substantially annular passage 
formed at least partially in the base (of the liner), as recited by independent claim 
25. 

Thus, independent claim 25, and claims 26 and 28-31 that depend 
therefrom, are patentable over Shan in view of Lee. Accordingly, the Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection to claims 25-26 and 28-31 be withdrawn. 

5, Claims 33-35 

Claims 33-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan in view of Lee, The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Shan and Lee do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 33, from which claims 34-35 
depend. There is no motivation to combine Shan and Lee in a manner that 
would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for 
substantially covering the bottom of the processing chamber, a first cylindrical 
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wall coupled to an outer portion of the base for extending into the processing 
region along the sidewalls of the chamber, a second cylindrical wall coupled to 
an Inner portion of the base for extending into the processing region along a 
substrate support positioned therein, and a substantially annular passage formed 
at least partially In the base (of the liner), as recited by independent claim 33, 

Thus, independent claim 33, and claims 34-35 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Shan in view of Lee. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 33-35 be withdrawn, 

6. Claim 36 

Claim 36 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan in view of Lee. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Shan and Lee do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest ail of the limitations of independent claim 36. There is no suggestion or 
motivation to combine Shan and tee in a manner that would teach, show or 
suggest a chamber liner having a cylindrical wall adapted to line at least a portion 
of the walls of the chamber, a center section coupled to one end of the cylindrical 
wall for substantially covering an upper surface of the chamber , and a 
substantially annular passage at least partially formed in the center section (of 
the liner), as recited by Independent claim 36. 

Thus, independent claim 36 is patentable over Shan in view of Lee. 
Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claim 36 be 
withdrawn. 

7. Claims 37-39 

Claims 37-39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan in view of Lee, The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Shan and Lee do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 37, from which claims 38-39 
depend. There is no motivation to combine Shan and Lee in a manner that 
would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a center member for 
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substantially covering an upper surface of the chamber , the center member 
having a first side adapted to be exposed to the processing region, a cylindrical 
wall extending from the center member and adapted to line at least a portion of 
the walls of the chamber, and a substantially annular passage formed at least 
partialiv In the center member (of the liner), as recited by independent claim 37. 

Thus, independent claim 37, and claims 38-39 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Shan in view of Lee, Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 37-39 be withdrawn. 

D- 35 U.S.C. §103(a) C[aims 4 and 18-19 

Shan In view of Lee and fiirthdr in view of Collins et 9L 

1- Claim 4 

Claim 4 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan in view of Lee and further in view of European Patent Application No, 
EP 0 807 953, published November 19, 1997 to CoWna et al (hereinafter referred 
to as "C0////7S"). The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

CoUins teaches a plasma processing chamber having an interior volume 
within which a pedestal is disposed. An annular passage is formed around the 
circumference of the pedestal and is connected to a pumping annulus that is 
adapted to evacuate the chamber A pair of magnets is disposed within the walls 
of the chamber, and not within an Inner liner, on opposite sides of the annular 
passage. The magnets are adapted to confine the plasma to prevent plasma 
flow from escaping the chamber and entering the pumping annulus. Thus, 
whereas Shan and Lee are concerned with reducing the amount of plasma 
deposition on the walls and/or pedestal of the chamber, CoUins is concerned with 
confining the plasma deposition area to prevent plasma from traveling to certain 
portions of the chamber (/.©., prevent plasma from escaping the chamber or 
depositing on ports to the chamber exterior). Therefore, the magnets taught by 
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Coliins would not necessarily provide any benefit to or eniriancement of the 
advantages sought by tiie teachings of Shan and Lee. 

As discussed above, Shan and Lee do not, individually or in combination, 
teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of Independent claim 1 , from which 
claim 4 depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Shan, Lee and 
Collins In a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a 
base for substantially covering a bottom of the chamber, an inner wall connected 
to the base, a substantially annular passage formed in the base, the Inner wall or 
the base and the inner wall of the liner, the passage being adapted to circulate a 
fluid therethrough, and a magnet disposed in the inner wall of the liner , as recited 
by claim 4. 

Thus, claim 4 is patentable over Shan in view of Lee and further in view of 
Collins. Accordingly, the Applicants respectlully request that .the rejection to 
claim 4 be withdrawn. 

2. Claims 18-19 

Claims 18-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan In wew of Lee and further in view of Coflins. The 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, Shan and Lee do not, individually or in combination, 
teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 11, from which 
claims 1 8-1 9 depend. Furthermore, there Is no motivation to combine Shan, Lee 
and Collins in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner 
adapted to be removably disposed in a processing region and having a base for 
substantially covering t he bottom of the processing chamber , a passage formed 
at least partially in the base (of the liner) and adapted to fluidiy isolate a heat 
transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the processing region, and a cylindrical 
wall comprising a magnet disposed therein ( i.e., in the cvlindrlcai wall of the 
iiner), as recited by claim 18. LIKewise, there is no motivation to combine Sh^n, 
Lee and Collins in a manner that would teach, show or suggest that the 
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cylindrical wall comprises a lip extending Into the process volume and a magnet 
disposed therein, as recited by claim 19. 

Thus, claims 18-19 are patentable over Shan in view of Lee and Hirther in 
view of CoWns, Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection 
to claims 18-19 be withdrawn. 

E. 35 U.S.C. §103(a) Claims 6, 13 and 27 

Shan in view of Lee and furthojr In view of Reitnold 

1 . Claim 6 

Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 U,S.C, §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan in view of Lee and further in view of German Patent No. DE 31 10489, 
published October 20, 1982 to Re/mold (hereinafter referred to as "ReimofcT), 
The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Reimofd ieaches a heat exchanger comprising a jacket tube that supports 
a housing ring on each end. Each housing ring has on its circumference a 
number of bosses for providing a connection for the supply or removal of a heat 
exchanging medium. One of the bosses is further adapted to engage a 
connecting bore. Shan and tee, as discussed, do not teach the use of a 
mechanical heat exchanger per so in a processing chamber. Rather, Lee 
teaches a simple passage formed in a wall of a chamber for flowing a heat 
exchanging fluid therethrough. As the heating exchanging fluid Is confined to the 
passage, there is little need for a heat exchanger such as that described by 
Reimofd, in which a plurality of bosses are provided for establishing a plurality of 
connection to other components. Therefore, the heat exchanger taught by 
Reimofd would not necessarily provide any benefit to or enhancement of the 
advantages sought by the teachings of Shan and Lee. 

As discussed above, Shan and Lee do not individually or in combination, 
teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent dalm 1, from which 
claim 6 depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Shan, Lee and 
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Reimofd in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a 
base for substantially covering a bottom of the chamber, an inner wall connected 
to the base, a substantially annular passage formed in the base, the inner waH or 
the base and the inner wall of the liner , the passage being adapted to circulate a 
fluid therethrough, and a first and second bosses projecting from the base, the 
first boss comprising a hole in fluid communication with the passage at an inlet 
and the second boss comprising a hole in fluid communication with the passage 
at an outlet, as recited by claim 6. 

Thus, claim 6 is patentable over Shan In view of Lee and further in view of 
Reimofd. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
claim 6 be withdrawn, 

2. Claim 13 

Claim 13 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan in view of Lee and further in view of Reimold. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

Shan and Lee do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 11, from which claim 13 
depends. Furthermore, there "is no motivation to combine Shan, Lee and 
Reimold in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner adapted 
to be removably disposed in a processing region and having a base for 
substantiaHv covering the bottom of the processing chamber , a passage formed 
at least partlaliv in the base (of the liner) and adapted to fluidly isolate a heat 
transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the processing region, and a first and 
second bosses projecting from the base, the first boss comprising a hole in fluid 
communication with the passage at an inlet and the second boss comprising a 
hole in fluid communication with the passage at an outlet, as redted by claim 13, 

Thus, claim 13 is patentable over Shan in view of Lee and further in view 
of Reimofd. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
claim 13 be withdrawn. 
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3. Claim 27 

Claim 27 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan In view of Lee and further m view of Refmotd. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

Shan and Lee do not. Individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 25, from which claim 27 
depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Shan, Lee and 
ReimoJd in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having 
an annular base for substantially covering the bottom of the processing chamber , 
a first cylindrical wall extending from a perimeter of the base, a substantia!ly 
annular passage formed at least parttallv in the base (of the liner) adapted to 
fluidly isolate a heat transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the processing 
region, and a first and second bosses projecting from the base, the first boss 
comprising a hole In fluid communication with the passage at an Inlet and the 
second boss comprising a hole in fluid communication with the passage at an 
outlet, as recited by claim 27. 

Thus, claim 27 is patentable over Shan in view of Z.ee and further in view 
of ReimoJd. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
claim 27 be withdrawn. 

F. 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) Claims 24 and 32 

Shan in view of Lee and further in view of Benhofzer et aL 

1. Claim 24 

Claim 24 stands rejected under 35 U-S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 

over Shan in view of Lee and further in view of United States Patent No. 
5.565,058, issued October 15» 1996 to Banhoizeret al. (hereinafter refenred to as 
"Banhofzet"), The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Sa/7/?o/zer teaches an assembly comprising a lid, a door and a shield for a 
processing chamber. The lid, door and shield are bead blasted to make the 
surfaces slightly irregular or roughened. The surface irregularities Increase the 
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adhesion of process materials deposited thereon. Thus, Banholzer actually 
teaches away from Lee, as Lee teaches a means to prevent or reduce reaction 
product deposition on a portion of a chamber body, and B&nholzer actually 
teaches a means to increase reaction product adhesion to a shield or lid. 

As discussed above, S/jan and Lee do not, individually or in combination, 
teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 11, from which 
claim 24 depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Shan, Lee 
and Banholzer in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber j[ner 
having an annular base for substantially coverina the bottom of the processing 
chamber , a first cylindrical wall extending from a perimeter of the base, and a 
substantially annular passage formed at least partially in the base (of the Hner), 
wherein the liner comprises a textured interior surface adapted to be exposed to 
the interior volume, as recited by claim 24. 

Thus, claim 24 Is patentable over Shan in view of Lee and further in view 
of BanhoJzer. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection 
to claim 24 be withdrawn, 

2. Claim 32 

Claim 32 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan in view of Lee and further in view of BanhoJzer. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, Shan and Lee do not, individually or in combination, 
teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 25, from which 
claim 32 depends. Furthemiore, there is no motivation to combine Shan, Lee 
and Banholzer In a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner 
having an annular base for substantiallv covering the bottom of the processing 
chamber , a first cylindrical wall extending from a perimeter of the base, a 
substantially annular passage formed at least partially in the base (of the liner) 
adapted to fluidly isolate a heat transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the 
processing region, wherein the first cylindrical wall comprises a textured interior 
surface adapted to be exposed to the interior volume, as recited by claim 32. 
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Thus, claim 32 is patentable over Shan in view of Le© and furtlier in view 
of Banholzer. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection 
to claim 32 be withdrawn. 

G. 35 U.S.C. §103{a> Claims 1-3, 5, 11-12, 14-17, 20-23, 25-26, 28- 

31 and 33-39 
Shan in view of Masuda et aL 

1. Claim® 1-3 and 5 

Claims 1-3 and 5 stand rejected under 35 U.S,C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan in view of United States Patent No. 5,171,438. issued 
December 9. 2001 to Masuda et aL (herefnafter referred to as "Masuda)". The 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Shan and Masuda do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the llmftations of independent claim 1, from which claims 2-3 and 5 
depend. Masuda teaches a plasma processing chamber having a hollow jacket 
held adjacent a sidewall for controlling the temperature of the side wall's inner 
€urtace so that polymerized material is drawn onto the jacket's surface to form a 
film. The jacket is coupled to a pipe or line 104 that extends from outside of the 
chamber and through the sidewall to supply a heat-exchanging medium into a 
hollow space in the jacket. It is unclear how or If the heat-exchanging medium 
can be evacuated from the hollow space in the jacket — Masuda does not 
disclose a means for doing so. In fact, it appears that the heat-exchanging 
medium is supplied to the jacket and then remains there until or unless the jacket 
is removed from the chamber. 

Thus, there is no motivation to combine Shan and Masuda in a manner 
that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a base for 
substantially covering a bottom of the chamber, an Inner wall connected to the 
base and extending upward from the inner side of the base and a substantially 
annular passage formed in the base, the inner wall or the base and the inner wall 
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Of the liner, the passage having an inlet and an outlet adapted to circulate a fluid 
therethrough, as recited by independent claim 1 . 

Furthermore, the jacket taught by Masuda is provided a heat exchanging 
medium by means of a pipe that extends through a sidewall of the chamber from 
an outside environment Such a medium supply means is only effective for 
providing the medium to a jacket disposed against the sidewall. In order to 
similarly provide the heat exchanging medium to an inner liner wall that is 
disposed against a substrate support, the pipe would have to extend not only 
through the sidewall, but through a portion of the processing volume. Thus» the 
pipe could Interfere with other chamber components and would be subjected to 
plasma and other processing materials that may corrode the pipe, leading to 
wear and/or failure of the liner system. 

Thus, independent claim 1, and claims 2-3 and 5 that depend therefrom, 
are patentable over Shan in view of Masuda. Accordingly, the Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection to claims 1-3 and 5 be withdrawn. 

2. Claims 7-10 

Claims 7-10 stand rejected under 35 U,S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan in view of Masuda. The Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

Shan and Masuda do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 7, from which claims 8-10 
depend. There is no suggestion or motivation to combine Shan and Masuda in a 
manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a center 
member , a flange circumscribing the center member, a cylindrical wall projecting 
upward from the center member inside of the flange, and a substantially annular 
passage formed in the center member and having an inlet and an outlet adapted 
to circulate a fluid therethrough, as recited by independent claim 7. 

Thus, independent claim 7, and claims 8-10 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Shan in view of Masuda. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 7-10 be withdrawn. 
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3. Claims 11-12, 14-17 and 20-23 

Claims 11-12. 14-17 and 20-23 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sh&n in view of Masuda. The Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

Shan and Masuda do not, indr/idualfy or In combination, teach, show or 
suggest alf of the limitations of Independent claim 11, from which claims 12, 14- 
17 and 20-23 depend. There is no suggestion or motivation to combine Shan 
and Masuda In a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner 
adapted to be removably disposed in a processing region and having a base for 
substantiallv covering the bottom of the processina chamber and a passage 
formed at least partially In the base (of the liner) and adapted to flukJly Isolate a 
heat transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the processing region, as recrted by 
Independent claim 1 1 » 

Thus, independent claim 11, and claims 12, 14-17 and 20-23 that depend 
therefrom, are patentable over Shan in view of Masuda. Accordingly, the 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claims 11-12, 14-17 and 20- 
23 be withdrawn. 

4. Claims 25-26 and 28-31 

Claims 25-26 and 28-31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan in view of Masuda, The Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

Shan and Masuda do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the llmitatrons of Independent claim 25, from which claims 26 and 
28-31 depend. There is no motivation to combine Shan and Masuda in a manner 
that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for 
substantially covering the bottom of the processing chamber , a first cylindrical 
wall extending from a perimeter of the base, and a substantially annular passage 
formed at least partially in the base (of the liner), as recited by independent claim 
25. 
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Thus, independent claim 25, and claims 26 and 28-31 that depend 
therefrom, are patentable over Shan in view of Masuda. Accx>rdingly, the 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to daims 25-26 and 28-31 be 
withdrawn. 

5- Claims 33-35 

Claims 33-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan In view of Masuda. The Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

Shan and Masuda do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 33, from which claims 34-35 
depend. There Is no motivation to combine Shan and M&suda in a manner that 
would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for 
substantially covering the bottom of the processing chamber , a first cylindrical 
wall coupled to an outer portion of the base for extending into the processing 
region along the sidewalls of the chamber, a second cylindrical wall coupled to 
an Inner portion of the base for extending into the processing region along a 
substrate support positioned therein, and a substantially annular passage formed 
at feast partially in the base (of the liner), as recited by Independent claim 33. 

Thus, independent claim 33, and claims 34-35 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Shan in view of Masuda. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 33-35 be withdrawn. 

6. Claim 36 

Claim 36 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan in view of Masuda. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Shan and Masuda do not, individually or In combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 36. There is no motivation to 
combine Shan and Masuda in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a 
chamber liner having a cylindrical wall adapted to line at least a portion of the 
walls of the chamber, a center section coupled to one end of the cylindrical wall 
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for substantially covering an upper surface of the chamber , and a substantially 
annular passage at least partially formed in the center section (of the liner), as 
recited by independent da!m 36. 

Thus, independent claim 36 is patentable over Shan in view of Masuda. 
Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claim 36 be 
withdrawn. 

7. Claims 37-39 

Claims 37-39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan in view of Masocte. The Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

Shan and Mssuda do not. individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the [imitations of independent claim 37, from which claims 38-39 
depend. There Is no motivation to combine Shan and Masuda in a manner that 
would teach, show or suggest a chamber Hner having a center member for 
substantially covering an upper surface of the chamber , the center member 
having a first side adapted to be exposed to the processing region, a cylindrical 
wall extending from the center member and adapted to line at least a portion of 
the walls of the chamber, and a substantially annular passage formed at least 
partially in the center member (of the liner), as recited by independent claim 37. 

Thus, independent claim 37, and claims 38-39 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Shan in view of Masuda. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 37-39 be withdrawn. 

H. 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) Claims 4 and 18-19 
Shan in view of Masuda and further in view of Collins 

I. Claim 4 

Claim 4 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan in view of Masuda and further in view of Colh'ns. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 
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As discussed above, where Shan and Masuda are concerned with 
reducing the amount of plasma deposition on the walls and/or pedestal of the 
charnber, Cofiins is concerned with confining the plasma deposition area to 
prevent plasma from traveling to certain portions of the chamber {i.e., prevent 
plasma from escaping the chamber or depositing on ports to the chamber 
exterior). Therefore, the magnets taught by Coltins would not necessarily provide 
any benefit to or enhancement of the advantages sought by the teachings of 
Shan and Masuda. 

As discussed above, Sh&n and Masuda do not, individually or in 
combination, teach, show or suggest ail of the limitations of independent claim 1 , 
from which claim 4 depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine 
Shan, Masuda and Coilins In a manner that would teach, show or suggest a 
chamber liner having a base for substantially covering a bottom of the chamber, 
an inner wall connected to the base and extending upward , a substantially 
annular passage formed in the base, the inner wall or the base and the inner wall 
of the liner, the passage having an inlet and an outlet adapted to circulate a fluid 
therethrough, and a magnet disposed in the inner wall of the liner, as recited by 
claim 4. 

Thus, claim 4 Is patentable over Shan in view of Masuda and further in 
view of Coliins, Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection 
to claim 4 be withdrawn. 

2. Claims 18-19 

Claims 18-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan In view of Masuda and further in view of Collins. The 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, Shan and Masuda do not, individually or in 
combination, teach, show or suggest all of the iimftations of independent claim 
11, from which claims 18-19 depend. Furthermore, there is no motivation to 
combine Shan, Masuda and Collins in a manner that would teach, show or 
suggest a chamber liner adapted to l3e removably disposed in a processing 



PAGE 32/63 * RCVD AT 12/15/2003 5:44:28 PWI [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EF){llF-t/0 * DM18:8729306 * CS!D:732 530 9808 * DURATION (inm-ss):17-02 



12/15/03 17;5g FA3; 75g.. 530 980« 



MOSER PATTERSON SHERIDAN 



@033 



RESPONSE TO OFFICE ACTION 
Serial No. 10/055,310 
Page 30 of 60 

region and having a base for substantially covering the bottom of the processing 
chamber, a passage formed at least partially in the base (of the liner) and 
adapted to fluidly isolate a heat transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the 
processing region, and a cylindrical wall comprising a magnet disposed therein 
(Ke.. in the cylindrical wall of the ilner ), as recited by claim 18. Likewise, there is 
no motivation to combine Shan, Masuda and Collins In a manner that would 
teach, show or suggest that the cylindrical wall comprises a lip extending into the 
process volurne and a magnet disposed therein, as recited by claim 19. 

Thus, claims 18-19 are patentable over Shan in view of Masuda and 
further in view of Collins. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that 
the rejection to claims 18-19 be withdrawn. 

I. 35 U.S.C. §103(a) Claims 6, 13 and 27 

Shan in view of Masuda and further in view of Reimoid 

1. Claim 6 

Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan in view of Masuda and further In view of Reimotd, The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, Shan and Masuda do not teach the use of a 
mechanical heat exchanger per se in a processing chamber. Rather, Masuda 
teaches a simple hollow space formed in a jacket and coupled to a single pipe for 
filling with a heat exchanging fluid. As the heating exchanging fluid is confined to 
the jacket, and, in fact, It appears to remain therein (rather than exit through an 
outlet), there is little need for a heat exchanger such as that described by 
Reimoid, in which a plurality of bosses are provided for establishing a plurality of 
connection to other components. Therefore, the heat exchanger taught by 
Reimotd would not necessarily provide any benefit to or enhancement of the 
advantages sought by the teachings of Shan and Masuda. 

As discussed above, Shan and Masuda do not, individually or in 
combination, teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 1, 
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from which claim 6 depends. Furthermore, there is no motrvation to combine 
Shan, Masuda and He'imoid in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a 
chamber liner having a base "for substantially covering a bottom of the chamber, 
an inner wa[i connected to the base and extending upward along a substrate 
support , a substantially annular passage formed in the base, the inner wall or the 
base and the Inner wall of the liner , the passage having an inlet and an outlet 
adapted to circulate a fluid therethrough, and a first and second bosses 
projecting from the base, the first boss comprising a hole in fluid communication 
with the passage at an inlet and the second boss comprising a hole in fluid 
communication with the passage at an outlet, as recited by claim 6. 

Thus, claim 6 is patentable over Sh^n in view of Masuda and further in 
view of Reimofd. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection to claim 6 be withdrawn. 

2. Claim 13 

Claim 13 stands rejected under 35 U,S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan in view of Masuda and further in view of Reimold. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

Shan and Masuda do not, individually or In combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 11, from which claim 13 
depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Shan, Masuda and 
Reimold in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner adapted 
to be removably disposed in a processing region and having a base for 
substantiailv covering the bottom of the processing chamber, a passage formed 
at least partiallv In the base (of the liner) and adapted to flu idly isolate a heat 
transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the processing region, and a first and 
second bosses projecting from the base, the first boss comprising a hole in fluid 
communication with the passage at an inlet and the second boss comprising a 
hole in fluid communication with the passage at an outlet, as recited by claim 13. 



PAGE 34/63 * RCVD AT 12/1512003 5:44:28 PM lEastem Standard Time] * 3VR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/0 * DNIS:8725306 * CSIO: IZl 530 9808 * DURATION (iTim-ss):17-02 



12/ 15/03 17: 57 FAX 732 53 0 9808 



MOSER PATTERSON SHERIDAN 



@035 



RESPONSE TO OFFICE ACTION 
Serial No. 10/055,310 
Page 32 of eo 

Thus, Claim 13 is patentable over Shan in view of Masuda and further in 
view of Reimold, Acoordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection to dalm 13 be withdrawn. 

3. Claim 27 

Claim 27 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan In view of Masuda and further in view of Reimold. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

Shan and Masuda do not, Individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 25, from which claim 27 
depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Shan, Masuda and 
Reimold in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having 
an annular base for substantially covering the bottom of the processing chamber , 
a first cylindrical wall extending from a perimeter of the base, a substantially 
annular passage formed at least partially in the base (of the liner) adapted to 
fluidly isolate a heat transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the processing 
region, and a first and second bosses projecting from the base, the first boss 
comprising a hole in fluid communication with the passage at an inlet and the 
second boss comprising a hole in fluid communication with the passage at an 
outlet, as recited by claim 27. 

Thus, claim 27 is patentable over Shan In view of Masuda and further in 
view of Reimold. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection to claim 27 be withdrawn. 

J. 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) Claims 24 and 32 

Shan in view of Masuda and further In view of Banhoizer 

1, Claim 24 

Claim 24 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan in view of Masuda and further in view of Banhoizer. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 
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As discussed above, Shan and Masuda do not, individually or in 
combination, teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 
11, from which claim 24 depends. Furthemnore, there is no motivation to 
combine Sh&n, Masuda and Banholzer in a manner that would teach, show or 
suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for substantiallv covering the 
bottom of the processing chamber , a first cylindrical wall extending from a 
perimeter of the base, and a substantially annular passage formed at least 
partially in the base (of the liner), wherein the liner comprises a textured interior 
surface adapted to be exposed to the interior volume, as recited by claim 24. 

Thus, claim 24 is patentable over Shan in view of Masuda and further in 
view of BanholTBn Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection to claim 24 be withdrawn. 

2. Claim 32 

Claim 32 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shan In view of Masuda and further in view of Banholzer, The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, Shan and Masuda do not, individually or in 
combination, teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 
25. from which claim 32 depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to 
combine Shan, Masuda and Banholzer in a manner that would teach, show or 
suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for substantially covering the 
bottom of the processing chamber, a first cylindrical wall extending from a 
perimeter of the base, a substantially annular passage formed at least partiaily in 
the base (of the liner) adapted to fluidly isolate a heat transfer fluid flowing 
therethrough from the processing region, wherein the first cylindrical wall 
comprises a textured interior surface adapted to be exposed to the interior 
volume, as recited by claim 32. 

Thus, claim 32 is patentable over Shan in view of Masuda and further in 
view of Banholzer. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection to claim 32 be withdrawn. 
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K. 36 U.S.C. §1 03(a) Claims 7-10 and 36-39 

SAan in view of Miyamoto 
1. Claims 7-10 

Claims 7-10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan in view of United States Patent No. 5,846,331, issued 
December 8, 1998 to Miyamoto (hereinafter referred to 38 ^'Miyamoto'*). The 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Shan lias been discussed above. Miyamoto teaches a plasma processing 
chamber having a bottom, sidewalls and a lid. The lid comprises a dielectric 
member having a plurality of concentric flow paths formed in therein . Conductive 
piping appears to run adjacent to the walls and bottom, and couples to the flow 
paths disposed through the lid. The conductive piping is adapted to circulate a 
hot conductive medium therethrough, in order to control the temperature of the 
lid. 

Neither Sh^n nor Miyamoto teaches, shows or suggests circulation of a 
fluid through a passage in a liner adjacent the chamber lid. Thus, there is no 
motivation to combine Shan and Miyamoto in a manner that would teach, show 
or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 7, from which claims 3-10 
depend. In fact, Miyamoto teaches away from the liner disclosed by Shan, as 
Shan teaches prevention of film deposition on chamber walls by installing 
additional components {i.e., shields'^ along the chamber walls and Miyamoto 
teaches the prevention of film deposition on a chamber M by flowing a heated 
fluid through the lid itself . Furthermore, the lid of Shan does not teach 
protecting the lid from reaction product deposition, as a substantial portion of the 
underside of the aluminum lid is coupled to a gas distribution plate and thus very 
little surface area of the lid may be exposed. 

Thus, there is no motivation to combine Shan and Miyamoto in a manner 
that would yield a chamber Mner having a center member , a flange circumscribing 
the center member, a cylindrical wall projecting upward from the center member 
inside of the flange, and a substantially annular passage formed in the center 
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member and having an inlet and an outlet adapted to circulate a fluid 
therethrough, as recited by independent claim 7. 

Thus, claim 7, and claims 8-10 that depend therefrom, are patentable over 
Shan in view of Miyamoto and further in view of Banhofzer. Accordingly, the 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claim 24 be withdrawn. 

2. Claim 36 

Claim 36 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sh&n in view of Miyamoto, The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, Shan and Miyamoto do not, individually or in 
combination, teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 

36. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Shan and Miyamoto In a 
manner that would teach, show or suggest an apparatus for lining a processing 
region including a substantially annular passage at least partially formed in a 
center section f of the liner ) adapted for substantially covering an upper surface of 
a processing chamber, as recited by claim 36. 

Thus, claim 36 is patentable over Shan in view of Masuda and further in 
view of Banhoizer. AcconJIngly, the Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection to claim 36 b© withdrawn. 

3. Claims 37^8 

Claims 37-39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shan in view of Miyamoto, The Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

As discussed above, Shan and Miyamoto do not, individually or in 
combination, teach, show or suggest ail of the limitations of independent claim 

37, from which claims 38-39 depend. Furthermore, there is no motivation to 
combine Shan and Miyamoto in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a 
chamber liner having a center member for substantiailv covering an upper 
surface of the chamber , the center member having a first side adapted to be 
exposed to the processing region, a cylindrical wall extending from the center 
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member and adapted to line at least a portion of the walls of the chamber, and a 
substantially annular passage formed at least partially in the center member (of 
the liner), as recited by independent claim 37. 

Thus, claim 37, and claims 38-39 that depend therefrom, are patentable 
over Shan in view of Miyamoto. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request 
that the rejection to claims 37-39 be withdrawn. 

L. 35 U,S.C, §103(a) Claims 1-3, 5, 11-12, 14-17, 20-23, 25-26, 28-31. 33- 

35 and 38^9 
Pu In view of Masuda 

1. Claims 1-3 and 5 

Claims 1-3 and 5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu in view of Masuda, The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Ma^udQ do not, individually or In combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 1. from which claims 2-3 and 6 
depend, nor Is there motivation to combine Pu and Masuda to yield an apparatus 
embodying these limitations. Pu teaches a plasma processing chamber having a 
M (Ae., a portion of the chamber body) that includes channels formed therein 
through which a dielectric cooling fluid can be pumped to regulate the lid 
temperature. Pu does not illustrate these channels or disclose any preferred 
shape, structure, size or number for the channels. Masuda teaches a jacket 
adapted to be disposed adjacent a chamber wall for regulating the temperature 
of the wall. A fluid Is provided to a hollow space in the Jacket via a pipe that 
extends through the wall to outside the chamber body. 

There is no motivation to combine Pu and Masuda in a manner that 
would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a base for substantially 
covering a bottom of the chamber, an Inner wall connected to the base for 
extending upward , and a substantially annular passage formed in the base , the 
inner wall or the base and the inner wall of the liner, the passage having an inlet 
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and an outlet adapted to circulate a fluid therethrougl^, as recited by independent 
claim 1 . 

Furthermore, the jacket taught by Masuda is provided a heat exchanging 

medium by means of a pipe that extends through a sidewall of the chamber from 
an Outside environment. Such a medium supply means is only effective for 
providing the medium to a jacket disposed against the sidewall. In order to 
similarly provide the heat exchanging medium to an inner liner wall that is 
disposed against a substrate support, the pipe would have to extend not only 
through the sidewall, but through a portion of the processing volume. Thus, the 
pipe could interfere with other chamber components and would be subjected to 
plasma and other processing materials that may corrode the pipe, leading to 
wear and/or failure of the liner system. 

Thus, Independent claim 1, and claims 2-3 and 5 that depend therefrom, 
are patentable over Pu in view of Masuda. Accordingly, the Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection to claims 1-3 and 5 be withdrawn. 

2. Claims 7-10 

Claims 7-10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentabte over Pu in view of Masuda, The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Masuda do not» individually or In combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of Independent claim 7, from which claims 8-10 
depend. There is no motivation to combine Pu and Masuda in a manner that 
would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a center member, a flange 
circumscribing the center member, a cylindrical wall projecting upward from the 
center member inside of the flange, and a substantially annular passage formed 
in the center member and having an inlet and an outlet adapted*to circulate a 
fluid therethrough, as recited by independent claim 7. 

Thus, independent claim 7, and daims 8-10 that depend therefirom, are 
patentable over Pu in view of Masuda, Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 7-10 be withdrawn. 
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3, Claims 11-12, 14-17 and 20-23 

Claims 1 1-12. 14-17 and 20-23 stand rejected under 35 U.S,C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Pu in view of Masuda. The Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

Pu and M&suda do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 11, from which claims 12, 14- 
17 and 20-23 depend. There is no motivation to combine Plt and Masuda in a 
manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner adapted to be 
removably disposed in a processing region and having a base for substantially 
covering the bottom of the processing chamber and a passage formed at least 
partially In the base (of the liner) and adapted to fluidly isolate a heat transfer 
fluid flowing therethrough from the processing region, as recited by independent 
claim 1 1 . 

Thus, Independent claim 11, and claims 12, 14-17 and 20-23 that depend 
therefrom, are patentable over Pu in view of Masuda. Accordingly, the 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claims 11-12, 14-17 and 20- 
23 be withdrawn. 

4. Claims 25-26 and 28-31 

Claims 25-26 and 28-31 stand rejected under 36 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu In view of Masuda. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Masuda do not. Individually or In combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 25, from which claims 26 and 
28-31 depend. There is no motivation to combine Pu and Masuda in a manner 
that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for 
substantially covering the bottom of the processing chamber , a first cylindrical 
wall extending from a perimeter of the base, and a substantially annular passage 
formed at least partially in the base (of the liner), as redted by independent claim 
25. 

Thus, independent claim 25, and claims 26 and 28-31 that depend 
therefrom, are patentable over Pu In view of Masuda. Accordingly, the 
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Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claims 25-26 and 28-31 be 
withdrawn. 

5. Claims 33-35 

Claims 33-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu In view of Masuda. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Masuda do not, Individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the fimitations of independent claim 33, from which claims 34-35 
depend. There is no motivation to combine Pu and Masuda in a manner that 
would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for 
substantially covering the bottom of the processing chamber, a first cylindrical 
wall coupled to an outer portion of the base for extending into the processing 
region along the sidewalls of the chamber, a second cylindrical wall coupled to 
an inner portion of the base for extending into the processing region along a 
substrate support positioned therein, and a substantially annular passage formed 
at least partiaiiv in the base (of the liner), as recited by Independent claim 33. 

Thus, independent claim 33, and claims 34-35 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Pu in view of Masuda. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 33-35 be withdrawn. 

6. Claim 36 

Claim 36 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu in view of Masuda, The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Masuda do not, Individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of Independent claim 36. There Is no motivation to 
combine Pu and Masuda In a manner that would teach, show or suggest a 
chamber liner having a cylindrical wall adapted to line at least a portion of the 
walls of the chamber, a center memt»er coupled to one end of the cylindrical wall 
for substantially covering an upper surface of the chamber, and a substantially 
annular passage at least partiaiiv formed in the center member (of the liner), as 
recited by independent claim 36. 
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Thus, independent claim 36 is patentable over Pu in view of Masuda. 
Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claim 36 be 
withdrawn, 

7. Claims 37-39 

Clalnis 37-39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu in view of Masuda. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Masuda do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 37, from which claims 38-39 
depend. There is no motivation to combine Pu and Masuda in a manner that 
would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a center member for 
substantially covering an upper surface of the chamber, the center member 
having a first side adapted to be exposed to the processing region, a cylindrical 
wall extending from the center member and adapted to line at least a portion of 
the wails of the chamber, and a substantially annular passage formed at least 
partially in the center member (of the liner), as recited by Independent claim 37. 

Thus, independent claim 37, and claims 38-39 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Pu in view of Masuda. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 37-39 be withdrawn. 

M. 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) Claims 4 ancI18-19 

Pu in view of Masuda and further in view of Collins 

1. Claim 4 

Claim 4 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu in view of Masuda and further in view of Coffins. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, whereas Pu and Masuda are concerned with 
reducing the amount of plasma deposition on the walls and/or pedestal of the 
chamber, Collins is concerned with confining the plasma deposition area to 
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prevent plasma from traveling to certain portions of the chamber (i.e., prevent 
plasma from escaping the chamber or depositing on ports to the chamber 
exterior). Therelbre, the magnets taught by Collins would not necessarily 
provide any benefit to or enhancement of the advantages sought by the 
teachings of Pu and Masuda. 

As discussed above, Pu and Masuda do not, individually or in 
combination, teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 1, 
from which claim 4 depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Pu, 
H4ssuda and CoUins In a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber 
liner having a base for substantially covering a bottom of the chamber, an inner 
wall connected to the base for extending upward against a substrate support , a 
substantially annular passage formed In the base, the inner wall or the base and 
the inner wall of the liner , the passage being adapted to circulate a fluid 
therethrough, and a magnet disposed in the inner wall of the liner , as recited by 
daim 4. 

Thus, claim 4 is patentable over Pu in view of Masuda and further in view 
of CoWns. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
claim 4 be withdrawn. 

2. Claims 18-19 

Claims 18-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu in view of Masuda and further in view of CoUins. The 
Applicants respectfuily disagree. 

As discussed above, Pu and Masuda do not, individually or in 
combination, teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 
11, from which claims 18-19 depend. Furthermore, there is no motivation to 
combine Pu, Masuda and Collins in a manner that would teach, show or suggest 
a chamber liner adapted to be removably disposed in a processing region and 
having a base for substantially covering the bottom of the processing chamber a 
passage formed at least partialiv in the base (of the liner) and adapted to fluidly 
isolate a heat transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the processing region, and 
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a cylindrical wall comprising a magnet disposed therein (i.e.. in the cylindrical 
wall of the liner) > as recited by claim 18, Likewise, there is no nnotivation to 
combine Pu, Masuda and Collins in a manner that would teach, show or suggest 
that the cylindrical wall comprises a Ifp extending Into the process volume and a 
magnet disposed therein, as recited by claim 19. 

Thus, claims 18-19 are patentable overPw In view of Masuda and further 
in view of Coliins. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection to claims 18-19 be withdrawn. 

N. 35 U.S.C. §103(a) Claims 6, 13 and 27 

Ptf in view of Masuda and further In view of Reimold 

1, Claim 6 

Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu in view of Masuda and further in view of Reimold. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, Pu and Masuda do not teach the use of a 
mechanical heat exchanger per se in a processtng chamber. Rather, Pu and 
Masuda teach flowing a heat exchanging fluid through a portion of a chamber 
body, or through a jacket positioned adjacent to a portion of the chamber body. 
As the heating exchanging fluid is confined to a single area {Le., a channel or a 
jacket), there is little need for a heat exchanger such as that described by 
Reimold, in which a plurality of bosses are provided for establishing a plurality of 
connection to other components. Therefore, the heat exchanger taught by 
Reimofd would not necessarily provide any benefit to or enhancement of the 
advantages sought by the teachings of Pu and Masuda. 

As discussed above, Pu and Masuda do not, individually or in 
combination, teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 1, 
from which claim 6 depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Pu, 
Masuda and Retinoid in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber 
liner having a base for substantially covering a bottom of the chamber , an inner 
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wall connected to the base for extending upward along a substrate support, a 
substantially annular passage formed in the base, the inner wall or the base and 
the inner wall of the liner , the passage being adapted to circulate a fluid 
therethrough, and a first and second bosses projecting from the base, the first 
boss comprising a hole in fluid communication with the passage at an inlet and 
the second boss comprising a hole in fluid communication with the passage at an 
outlet, as recited by claim 5. 

Thus, claim 6 is patentable over Pu In view of Masuda and further in view 
of Re/mold. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
claim 6 be withdrawn. 

2. Claim 13 

Claim 13 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu in view of Masuda and further in view of Reimofd. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, Pu and Masuda do not, individually or in 
combination, teach, show or suggest all of the timitations of independent claim 
11, from which claim 13 depends. Furthermore, there Is no motivation to 
combine Pu, Masuda and Reimold in a manner that would teach, show or 
suggest a chamber liner adapted to be removably disposed in a processing 
region and having a base for substantially covering the bottom of the processing 
chamber, a passage formed at l east partially in the base (of the liner) and 
adapted to ffuidly isolate a heat transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the 
processing region, and a first and second bosses projecting from the base, the 
first boss comprising a hole In fluid communication with the passage at an inlet 
and the second boss comprising a hole in fluid communication with the passage 
at an outlet, as recited by claim 13. 

Thus, claim 13 is patentable over Pu in view of Masuda and further in view 
of Relmotd. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
claim 13 be withdrawn. 
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3. Claim 27 

Claim 27 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu in view of Masucf& and further In view of Reimold. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

Pu and MasudB do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 25, from which claim 27 
depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Pu, Masuda and 
Reimold in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having 
an annular base for substantially covering the bottom of the processing chamber , 
a first cylindrical wall extending from a perimeter of the base, a substantially 
annular passage formed at least partially in the base (of the liner) adapted to 
fluldly Isolate a heat transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the processing 
region, and a first and second bosses projecting from the base, the first boss 
comprising a hole in fluid communication with the passage at an Inlet and the 
second boss comprising a hole in fluid communication with the passage at an 
outlet, as recited by claim 27. 

Thus, claim 27 Is patentable over Pu in view of Masuda and further in view 
of Reimold, Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
claim 27 be withdrawn. 

0. 35 U.$.C. §103(a) Claims 24 and 32 
Pu in view of Masuda and further in view of Banholzer 

1. Claim 24 

Claim 24 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu in view of Masuda and furitier in view of Banhofzer. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

As discussed, Pu and Masuda do not, individually or in combination, 
teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 11, from which 
claim 24 depends. Furthermore, Banhoiz^r actually teaches away from Pu, as 
Pu teaches a means for preventing or reducing reaction product deposition on a 
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portion of a chamber body, and Banbotzer teaches a means for increasing 
reaction product adhesion to a lid or shield. Furthemiore, there is no motivation 
to combine Pu, Msisuda and Banhofzor in a manner that wouLd teach, show or 
suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for substantially covering the 
bottom of the process! no chamber , a first cylindrical wall extending from a 
perimeter of the base, and a substantially annular passage formed at least 
partially in the base (of the liner), wherein the liner comprises a textured interior 
surface adapted to be exposed to the interior volume, as recited by claim 24. 

Thus, claim 24 Is patentable over Pu in view of Masuda and further in view 
of Banhofzer Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection 
to claim 24 be withdrawn. 

2. Claim 32 

Claim 32 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu In view of Masuda and further in view of Banhoizer, The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, Pu and Masuda do not, individually or in 
combination, teach, show or suggest an of the limitations of independent claim 
25, from which claim 32 depends. Furthermore^ there is no motivation to 
combine Pu, Masuda and Banhoizer in a manner that would teach, show or 
suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for substantially covering the 
bottom of the processing chamber , a first cylindrical wall extending from a 
perimeter of the base, a substantially annular passage formed at least partiallv in 
the base (of the liner) adapted to fluidly isolate a heat transfer fluid flowing 
therethrough from the processing region, wherein the first cylindrical wall 
comprises a textured Interior surface adapted to be exposed to the interior 
volume, as recited by claim 32. 

Thus, daim 32 is patentable over Pu in view of Masuda and further In view 
of BanholzGn Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection 
to claim 32 be withdrawn. 
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P. 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) Claims 7-1 0 and 38-39 

Pu in view of Shan and further in view of Miyamoto 

1. Claims 7-10 

Claims 7-10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu in view of Shan and furtlier in view of Miyamoto. The 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu, Shan and Miyamoto do not, individually or in combination, teach, show 
or suggest alt of the limitations of independent claim 7, from which claims 8-10 
depend. Pu and Miyamoto both address the need to prevent reaction product 
deposition on a chamber Hd. provide the lid with channels formed therein 
(i.e., formed in the lid) in which to flow a fluid to regulate the lid temperature and 
prevent deposition thereon. Shan addresses deposition on chamber walis and 
on a substrate support , and provides a pair of shields that adapted to cover the 
chamber wall and the substrate to prevent deposition thereom. Thus, Pu and 
Miyamoto teach away from a combination with Shan, as Pu and Miyamoto teach 
deposition prevention from the inside (/.e., inside the structure of the chamber 
body), while Shan teaches deposition prevention from the outside (i.e., a 
component positioned to cover the chamber body). 

Thus, there is no motivation to combine Pu, Shan and Miyamoto in a 
manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a center 
member, a flange circumscribing the center member, a cylindrical wall projecting 
upward from the center member inside of the flange, and a substantially annular 
passage formed in the center member and having an inlet and an outlet adapted 
to circulate a fluid therethrough, as recited by independent claim 7. 

Thus, independent claim 7, and claims 8-10 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Pu In view of Shan and further in view of Miyamoto, Accordingly, 
the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claims 7-10 be withdrawn. 
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2. Claims 38-39 

Claims 38-39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu in view of Shan and further In view of Miyamoto, The 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu, Shan and Miyamoto do not, individually or in combination, teach, show 
or suggest all of the Hmitations of independent claim 37, from which claims 38-39 
depend. As discussed, Pu and Miyamoto teach away from a combination with 
Shan, as Pu and Miyamoto teach deposition prevention from the inside {i.e., 
inside the structure of the chamber body), while Shan teaches deposition 
prevention from the outside {i.e.. a component positioned to cover the chamber 
body). 

Thus, there Is no motivation to combine Pu, Shan and Miyamoto in a 
manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a center 
member for substantial iv covering an upper surface of the chamber , the center 
member having a first side adapted to be eixposed to the processing region, a 
cylindrical wall extending from the center member and adapted to line at (east a 
portion of the walls of the chamber, a substantially annular passage formed at 
least partially in the center member (of the liner), and a lid disposed proximate 
the center member and defining a plenum at least partially therewith, as recited 
by claim 38. Neither do Pu, Shan and Miyamoto teach, show or suggest that the 
center member comprises a plurality of nozzles disposed in the center member 
and providing fluid access between the plenum and a side of the center member 
opposite the lid , as recited by claim 39. 

Thus, claims 38 and 39 are patentable over Pu in view of Shan and further 
in view of Miyamoto. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection to claims 38 and 39 be withdrawn. 
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Q. 35 U.S.C. §103{a) Claims 1^, 5, 11-12. 14-17, 20-23, 25-26, 28-31, 33- 
35 and 38-39 
Pu in view of Lee 

1. Claims 1-3 and 5 

Claims 1-3 and 5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu in view of Lee. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Lee do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or suggest 
all of the limitations of independent claim 1. from which claims 2-3 and 6 depend, 
nor is there motivation to combine Pu and Lee to yield an apparatus embodying 
these limitations. Pu teaches a plasma processing chamber having a lid (i.e., a 
portion of the chamber body) that includes channels formed therein through 
which a dielectric cooling fluid can be pumped to regulate the lid temperature. 
Pu does not illustrate these channels or disclose any preferred shape, structure, 
size or number for the channels. Lee teaches a channel formed in a chamber 
bottom for regulating the bottom temperature to prevent deposition thereon. 
Thus. Lee teaches away from combination with Pu, as Pu teaches deposition 
prevention on the lid and Lee teaches deposition prevention on the bottom. 
Furthermore, both references teach forming channels in a portion of the chamber 
body itself to flow a fluid therethrough. In addition, neither reference teaches 
deposition prevention on a substrate support. 

Thus, there is no motivation to combine Pu and Lee in a manner that 
would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a base for substantially 
covering a bottom of the chamber, an inner wall connected to the base for 
extending upward aoalnat a substrate support disposed in the processing volume 
and a substantially annular passage formed in the base , the inner wail or the 
base and the inner wall of the liner , the passage having an inlet and an outlet 
adapted to circulate a fluid therethrough, as recited by independent claim 1 . 

Thus, independent claim 1 , and claims 2-3 and 5 that depend therefrom, 
are patentable over Pu in view of Lee, Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims l^-S and 5 be withdrawn. 
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2, Claims 7-10 

Claims 7-10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu in view of Lee. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Lee do not, individually or in connbination, teacli, show or suggest 
all of the limitations of independent claim 7, firom which claims 8-10 depend. 
There is no motivation to combine Pu and Lee In a manner that would teach, 
show or suggest a chamber liner having a center member, a flange 
circumscribing the center member, a cylindrical wall projecting upward from the 
center member inside of the flange, and a substantially annular passage fonmed 
in the center member and having an inlet and an outlet adapted to circulate a 
fluid therethrough, as recited by independent claim 7. 

Thus, Independent claim 7, and claims 8-10 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Pu in view of Lee. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 7-10 be withdrawn. 

3. Claims 11-12, 14-17 and 20-23 

Claims 11-12, 14-17 and 20-23 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C- § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Pu In view of Lee. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Lee do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or suggest 
all of the limitations of Independent claim 11, from which claims 12, 14-17 and 
20-23 depend. There is no motivation to combine Pu and Lee in a manner that 
would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner adapted to be removably disposed 
in a processing region and having a base for substantial^ covering the bottom of 
the processing chamber and a passage formed at least partially in the base (of 
the liner) and adapted to fluidly isolate a heat transfer fluid flowing therethrough 
from the processing region, as recited by independent claim 11. 

Thus, independent claim 11, and claims 12, 14-17 and 20-23 that depend 
therefrom, are patentable over Pu In view of Lee. Accordingly, the Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection to claims 11-12, 14-17 and 20-23 be 
withdrawn. 
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4. Claims 25-^6 and 28-31 

Claims 25-26 and 28-31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu in view of Lee. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Lee do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or suggest 
alt of the limitations of independent claim 25, from which claims 26 and 28-31 
depend. There Is no motivation to combine Pu and Lee in a manner that would 
teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for substantially 
covering the bottom of the Drocessina chamber , a first cylindrical wall extending 
from a perimeter of the base, and a substantially annular passage fomied at (east 
partially in the base (of the liner), as recited by Independent claim 25. 

Thus, independent claim 25, and claims 28 and 28-31 that depend 
therefrom, are patentable over Pu in view of Lee. Accordingly, the Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection to claims 25-26 and 28-31 be withdrawn. 

5. Claims 33-35 

Claims 33-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu in view of lee. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Lee do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or suggest 
all of the limitations of independent claim 33. from which claims 34-35 depend- 
There is no motivation to combine Pu and Lee in a manner that would teach, 
show or suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for substantially 
covering the bottom of the processing chamber , a first cylindrical wall coupled to 
an outer portion of the base for extending into the processing region along the 
sidewails of the chamber, a second cylindrical wall coupled to an Inner portion of 
the base for extending into the processing region along a substrate support 
positioned therein, and a substantially annular passage formed at least partiaUv 
in the base (of the liner), as recited by independent claim 33. 

Thus, independent claim 33, and claims 34-35 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Pu in view of Lee. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 33-35 be withdrawn. 
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6. Claim 36 

Claim 36 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu in view of Lee. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Lee do not, individually or In combination, teach, show or suggest 
all of the limitations of Independent claim 36. There is no motivation to combine 
Pu and Lee in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner 
having a cylindrical wall adapted to line at least a portion of the walls of the 
chamber, a center section coupled to one end of the cylindrical wall for 
substantially covering an upper surface of the chamber, and a substantially 
annular passage at least oartiallv formed in the center section (of the liner), as 
recited by independent claim 36. 

Thus, independent claim 36 is patentable over Pu in view of Lee. 
Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claim 36 be 
withdrawn. 

7. Claims 37^9 

Claims 37-39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu in view of Lee. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Lee do not, individually or in combination, teach, show or suggest 
all of the limitations of independent daim 37. from which claims 38-39 depend. 
There Is no motivation to combine Pu and Lee in a manner that would teach, 
show or suggest a chamber liner having a center member for substantially 
covering an upper surface of the chamber, the center member having a first side 
adapted to be exposed to the processing region, a cylindrical wall extending from 
the center member and adapted to line at least a portion of the walls of the 
chamber, and a substantially annular passage formed at (east partially in the 
center member (of the liner), as recited by Independent claim 37, 

Thus, independent claim 37, and claims 38-39 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Pu in view of Lee. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection to claims 37-39 be withdrawn. 
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R. 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) Claims 4 and 18-19 

Pu in view of Lee and further in view of Collins 

1. Claim 4 

Claim 4 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu in view of Lee and further in view of Collins. The Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

Where Pu and Lee are concerned witli reducing the amount of plasma 
deposition on the lid and bottom of the channber, Collins is concerned with 
confining the plasma deposition area to prevent plasma from traveling to certain 
portions of the chamber (Ae., prevent plasma from escaping the chamber or 
depositing on ports to the chamber exterior). Therefore, the magnets taught by 
Collins would not necessarily provide any benefit to or enhancement of the 
advantages sought by the teachings of Pu and Lee. 

As discussed above, Pu and Lee do not, individually or in combination, 
teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent datm 1 , from which 
claim 4 depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Pu, Lee and 
Collins in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a 
base for substantially covering a bottom of the chamber, an Inner wali connected 
to the base for extending upward against a substrate support , a substantially 
annular passage formed in the base, the Inner wail or the base and the inner wall 
of the liner, the passage having an inlet and an outlet adapted to circulate a fluid 
therethrough, and a magnet disposed In the inner wall of the liner, as recited by 
claim 4. 

Thus, claim 4 is patentable over Pa in view of Lee and further in view of 
Collins. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
claim 4 be withdrawn. 
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2. Claims 18-19 

Claims 18-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu In view of Lee and further in view of Collins, The 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, Pu and Lee do not, individually or In combination, 
teach, show or suggest ail of the limitations of independent claim 11, from which 
claims 18-19 depend. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Pu, Lee 
and Collins In a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner 
adapted to be removably disposed in a processing region and having a base for 
substantially covering the bottom of the processing chamber , a passage formed 
at least partially in the base (of the liner) and adapted to fiuidly isolate a heat 
transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the processing region, and a cylindrical 
wall comprising a magnet disposed therein (ie., in the cylindrical wall of the 
Uner). as recited by claim 18. Lil^ewise, there is no motivation to combine Pu, 
Lee and Coiiins In a manner that would teach, show or suggest that the 
cylindrical wall comprises a lip extending into the process volume and a magnet 
disposed therein^ as recited by claim 19. 

Thus, claims 18-19 are patentable over Pu in view of Lee and further in 
view of Collins. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection 
to claims 18-19 be withdrawn. 

S. 35 U.S.C. §1 Q3(a) Claims 6, 13 and 27 

Pu in view of Lee and further In view of Reimoid 

1 . Claim 6 

Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu in view of Lee and further in view of Reimoid. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree- 

Pu and Lee, as discussed, do not teach the use of a mechanical heat 
exchanger per €6 in a processing chamber. Rather, Pu and Lee teach channels 
formed in portions of the chamber body for flowing a fluid therethrough. As the 
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fluid rs confined to tlie channels within the chamber body, there is little need for a 
heat exchanger such as that described by Reimoid, in which a plurality of bosses 
are provided for establishing a plurality of connection to other components. 
Therefore, the heat exchanger taught by Reimold would not necessarily provide 
any benefit to or enhancement of the advantages sought by the teachings of Pa 
and Lee. 

As discussed above, Pu and Lee do not, individually or in connbi nation, 
teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 1, from which 
claim 6 depends. Furthermore, there Is no motivation to combine Pu, Lee and 
Roimotd in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a 
base for substantially covering a bottom of the chamber, an inner wall connected 
to the base and extending upward along a substrate support , a substantially 
annular passage formed in the base, the inner wall or the base and the inner wall 
of the liner , the passage having an inlet and an outlet adapted to circulate a fluid 
therethrough, and a first and second bosses projecting from the base, the first 
boss comprising a hole in fluid communication with the passage at an inlet and 
the second boss comprising a hole in fluid communication with the passage at an 
outlet, as recited by claim 6. 

Thus, claim 6 is patentable over Pu in view of Lee and further in view of 
Reimold. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
claim 6 be withdrawn. 

2. Claim 13 

Claim 13 stands rejected under 35 U.S,C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu in view of Lee and further in view of Reimold. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Lee a do not. Individually or in combination, teach, show or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 11, from which claim 13 
depends. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Pu, Lee and Reimold 
in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner adapted to be 
removably disposed in a processing region and having a base for substantially 
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covering the bottom of the processing chamber , a passage formed at least 
partianv in the base (of the liner) and adapted to fluidly isolate a heat transfer 
fluid flowing therethrough from the processing region, and a first and second 
bosses projecting from the base, the first boss comprising a hole in fluid 
communication with the passage at an inlet and the second boss comprising a 
hole in fluid communication with the passage at an outlet, as recited by claim 13. 

Thus, claim 13 is patentable over Pu in view of Lee and further in view of 
Reimoid. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
claim 13 be withdrawn. 

3. Claim 27 

Claim 27 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu in view of Lee and further in view of Reimofd. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

Pu and Lee do not, individually or In combination, teach, show or suggest 
all of the limitations of independent claim 25, from which claim 27 depends. 
Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine Pu, Lee and Reimoid in a manner 
that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for 
substantially covering the bottom of the processing chamber , a first cylindrical 
wall extending from a perimeter of the base, a substantialiy annular passage 
formed at least partially in the base (of the liner) adapted to fluidly isolate a heat 
transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the processing region, and a first and 
second bosses projecting from the base, the first boss comprising a hole in fluid 
communication with the passage at an inlet and the second boss comprising a 
hole in fluid communication with the passage at an outlet, as recited by claim 27. 

Thus, claim 27 Is patentable over Pu in view of Lee and further in view of 
Reimoid, Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
daim 27 be withdrawn. 
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T. 35 U.S.C.§1 03(a) Claims 24 and 32 

Pu in view of Lee and further In view of Banhofzer 

1. Claim 24 

Claim 24 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu In view of Lee and further in view of Banho/zer, The Applicants 
respectfiiily disagree. 

As discussed above, Pu and Lee do not, individually or in combination, 
teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 11, from which 
claim 24 depends. Furthermore, Ban/jo/zer teaches away from Pa and Lee, as 
Pu and Lee teach means to prevent or reduce reaction product deposition on 
portions of the chamber body, and Banhofzer actuailly teaches a means for 
increasing reaction product adhesion to a shield or lid. Thus, there is no 
motivation to combine Pu, Lee and Banhoizer in a manner that would teach, 
show or suggest a chamber liner having an annular base for substantiallv 
covering the bottom of the processing chamber , a first cyfindrical wall extending 
from a perimeter of the base, and a substantially annular passage formed at least 
partiallv in the base (of the liner), wherein the liner comprises a textured interior 
surface adapted to be exposed to the interior volume, as recited by claim 24, 

Thus, claim 24 is patentable over Pu in view of Lee and further in view of 
B&nhoUen Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
claim 24 be withdrawn. 

2. Claim 32 

Claim 32 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C, §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pu in view of Lee and further in view of Banhofzer. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, Pu and Lee do not. Individually or in combination, 

teach, show or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 25, from which 
claim 32 depends. Furthermorey there is no motivation to combine Pu, Lee and 
Banhofzer in a manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having 
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an annular base for substantiaUv covering the bottom of the processing chamber. 
a first cylindrical wall extending from a perimeter of the base, a substantially 
annular passage formed at least Dartlallv in the base (of the liner) adapted to 
fluid ly isolate a heat transfer fluid flowing therethrough from the processing 
region, wherein the first cylindrical wall comprises a textured interior surface 
adapted to be exposed to the interior volume, as recited by daim 32. 

Thus, claim 32 is patentable over Pu in view of Lee and further in view of 
Banholzen Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
claim 32 be withdrawn. 

U. 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) Claims 7-10 and 38-39 

Pu in view of Shan and further in view of Masuda 

1. Claims 7-10 

Claims 7-10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu In view of Shan and further in view of Masuda. The 
Applicants respectfuiiy disagree. 

Pu, Shan and Masuda do not, indrvidually or m combination, teach, show 
or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 7, from which claims 8-1 0 
depend. Pu addresses the need to prevent reaction product deposition on a 
chamber lid by providing means In the lid through which in a fluid may be flowed 
to regulate the lid temperature. Shan and Masuda address deposition on 
chamber walls by providing means for covering portions of the walls, and 
Masuda provides a jacket having a hollow volume connected to a pipe that 
extends through the chamber wall for filling the jacket with a heat-exchanging 
medium. Thus, Shan and Masuda teach away from a combination with Pu, as 
Pu teaches deposition prevention from the inside (/.©., inside the structure off the 
chamber body), while Shan and Masuda teach deposition prevention from the 
outside (Ae., a component positioned to cover the chamber body). 
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Thus, there is no motivation to combine Pu, Shan and Masuda in a 
manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a center 
member, a flange circumscribing the center member, a cylindrical wall projecting 
upward from the center member inside of the flange, and a substantially annular 
passage formed in the center member and having an inlet and an outlet adapted 
to circulate a fluid therethrough, as recited by Independent claim 7. 

Thus, independent claim 7, and dalms 8-10 that depend therefrom, are 
patentable over Pu in view of Shan and further in view of Masuda. Accordingly, 
the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claims 7-10 be withdrawn. 

2. Claims 38-39 

Claims 38-39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pu in view of Shan and further in view of Masuda, The 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Pu, Shan and Masuda do not, individually or in combination, teach, show 
or suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 37, from which claims 38-39 
depend. As discussed above, Shan and Masuda teach away from a combination 
with Pu. 

Thus, there is no motivation to combine Pu^ Shan and Masuda in a 
manner that would teach, show or suggest a chamber liner having a center 
member for substantially covering an upper surface of the chamber, the center 
member having a first side adapted to be exposed to the processing region, a 
cylindrical wall extending from the center member and adapted to line at least a 
portion of the walls of the chamber, a substantially annular passage formed at 
least partially in the center member (of the liner), and a lid disposed pnjximate 
the center member and defining a plenum at least partially therewith, as recited 
by claim 38. Neither do Pu, Shan and Masuda teach, show or suggest that the 
center member comprises a plurality of nozzles disposed in the center member 
and providing fluid access between the plenum and a side of the center member 




as recrted by claim 39, 
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Thus, claims 38 and 39 are patentable over Pu in view of Shan and further 
In view of Masuda. Accordingly, the Appiicants respectfully request that the 
rejection to claims 38 and 39 be withdrawn, 
rejection to this claim be withdrawn. 



The Applicants submit that all claims now pending are in condition for 
allowance. Accordingly, both reconsideration of this application and swift 
passage to issue are earnestly solicited. 

If the Examiner believes that any unresolved issues still exist, it is 
requested that the Examiner telephone Keith Taboada at (732) 530-9404 so that 
appropriate arrangements can be made for resolving such issues as 
expeditiously as possible, 



CONCLUSION 




KEITH TABOADA, Attorney 
Reg, No. 45.150 
(732) 530-9404 



IViOSER. PATTERSON & SHERIDAN, LLP 

595 Shrewsbury Avenue 
Suite 100 

Shrewsbury, NJ 07702 
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